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REMARKS/ARGtJMENTS 

The outstanding Office Action rejects aU pending claims 1-10 & 12-20 (Claims 1 1 & 12 
having been subject to restriction and hereby withdrawn from consideration) on various grounds 
over several applied references (fileeker et aL (U.S. Pat PubL Ser. No, 2005/0068510 hereinafter 
''Bleeker"), Sandstrom (U.S. Pat. PubL Ser. No. 2006/0077506 hereinafter "Sandstrom'^, and 
Cassarly et al. (USPN 5,0154.080 h^einafter "Gzyjor/yO. Claims 3, 4, 10-12, 15, 16, & 20 are 
cancelled herein. Claims 1, 13, 17, and 18 are amended. Hie various groxmd of rejections are 
discussed below. Claims 1, 2, 5-9, 13, 14. and 17-19 are now pending in this ^Ucation. 



Rejectloias Under 35 U.S.C, S 102 

Claims 1. 3-6, 10, 13, 15-17 and 20 are stand rqected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being 
antidpated by the Sleeker reference. 

Dependent Claims 3, 4, 10, 15, 16, and 20 are cancelled making discussion of these 
claims moot 

The applicants understand the rejection and the logic of the applied Sleeker reference. 
The applicants believe that the claimed invention and the cited art are fundamentally different 
and hope that the following discussion clearly illustrates this point 

To begin. Sleeker suffers from a number of fimdamental deficiencies. First, the 
applicants point out that the filing data for Sleeker is September 22, 2004 which is substantially 
later than the April 14, 2004 filing data of the presently claimed invention. Although it is true 
that the Sleeker reference claims priority to an earlier application (10/677,242 filed Oct. 3, 
2004), this application differs substantially from the Sleeker application as filed. The earlier 
\^l€ni^M application has considerably dififerent disclosure than that the cited Sleeker 
application- This is directly evidenced by the fact that three invetttoxs have been added, and what 
appears to be 66 added paragraphs of specification, and three new figures. Accorxlingly, the 
applicants point out that Sleeker is inopemtive as a 35 U.S.C. § 102 reference. 
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AdditionaUy, Bleeher does not teacK aU the liinitations in the invention as claimed- For 
example, base Claim 1 now iacludes all the limitations recited in both Claims 1. and 4 
(accordingly Claim 1 is operating as unamended Claim 4). 

The Action asserts diat paragraphs [0016], [0017], [0118], [0119] teach that * *tilting and 
piston displacement modes are simultaneou sly perfomied on an individual mirror in the array^ \ 
The ^plicants respectfully disagree. None of the cited paragraphs discuss in anyway the 
simultaneous use of tilting and displacranent at the same time to effectuate superior results. 
Since this is what Claim 1 is directed to, and since the cited art does not teach fliis limitation, the 
cited art feils to establish 2l prima facie case for anticipation as to Claim 1. Therefore, the 
applicants respectfully request that this ground of rejection be withdrawn as to Claim 1 . 

For at least the same reasons, the applicants submit that dependent Claims S-6 and 19 
should also be allowable. But each of these claims have their own separate grounds of 
allowability. For example. Claim 5 recites that the 'piston mode is selected to mimir the 
fiiuctiomng of resolution enhancement features^. The cited art is offered as teaching this 
limitation at [0118], Again, applicants respectfully disagree, [0118] is about aberration 
correction an focus deviatiorL Resolution enhancement features as disclosed herein refer 
specijBcally to optical proximity correction (OPC) features which are well understood and 
important methods of obtaining sub-resolution accuracy in patterns. This is not taught in the 
cited art. Claim 6 is another claim whose limitations are not believed to be taught by the cited 
art. Claim 6 recites " individual mirrors having dual tilting and piston displacement modes" that 
" write a first feature of the pattern" and a "second feature of the pattern". This does not appear 
to be taught by the cited art. The other dependent Claims also supply individual basis for 
allowance, but need not be expressed here due to the behved sufiBciency of base Claim 1 . Thus, 
for at least these reasons Sleeker does not establish a prifna facie case for anticipation as to 
dependent Claims 5-6 and 19. Therefore, the s^plicants respectfully request that this ground of 
rejection be withdrawn as to Claims S-6 and 19 as well. 
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Independent Claim 13 

Iq base Claim 13 certain amettdm«tits are mad© which are believed to distinguish the 
invention over the cited art. Claim 13 aow includes mirrors tha* include both a * W component 
and a **piston" component arranged so that each of the tilted Ttmrors are included as pan of a 
piston displacement elanent^ arranged to create "degrees of interfeiCTce of light waves on the 
irnage, the amount of interferen ce correspon Hinp; tA ^ ^/^mt^mfrinrm of Ae degree of tilting aq ^ the 
degree of displacemegt" of each mirror. There is no such combined mode of operation in the 
cited art, none. 

Accordingly it is believed tliat these amendments overcome anything stated in the cited 
paragr^hs [0016], [0017], [0118], [0119] of Sleeker. Therefore, the applicants respectfully 
request that this ground of rejection be withdrawn as to Claim 13. 

Additionally, for at least the same reasons, the applicants submit that dependent Claim 17 
should also be allowable. The applicants need not the further limitations of Claim 17 at this time 
due to the underlying allowability of Claim 13. Thus, for at least these reasons Sleeker docs not 
establish prima facie case for anticipation as to dependent Claims 13 17. Therefore, the 
applicants respectfully request that this ground of rejection be withdrawn as to Claim 17 as well. 

In summaty> none of the cited art teaches all of the limitations recited in the clairos 
rejected under 35 U-S-C § 102. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that these grounds of 
rejection be withdrawn as to rejected Claims 1, 5-6, 13, and 17. 

Refections Under 35 U.S,C. S 103 

Claims 2, 8» and 14 stand rejected und« 35 U. S. C. §§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sleeker in view of Sandstrom, 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as welL Applicants have already pointed 
out the deficiencies of the Sleekers reference as to base claims 1 and 13, Nothing additional 
provided by the added cited portions of Sandstrom teaches or suggests the claimed steps of 
"tilting and piston displacement modes are simultaixeouslv performed on an dividual Tnirror in 
the airaV (as in Claim 1) or micrors that include both a *tilt** component and a '^piston'* 
component arranged so that each of the tilted mirrors are included as part of a piston 
displacement element" * arranged to create ' ^degrees of intCTference of light waves the ima^p ;^^ 
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the amount of interfereace corresponding to a combiTia t iQii of the decree of tilting and the degree 
of displacement" of each miiror (as in Cldim 13), Absent this teaching the cited art fidls to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness as to the rejected Claims 2, 8, and U. Therefore, the 
apphcants respectfully submit that the cited references are insuflBcient to establish that the 
claimed invention is obvious. Accordin^y, applicants respectfiiHy request that die priding 
ground of rejection for Claims 2, 8, and 14 be wiflidrawn. 

Claims 7, 9, 18, and 19 stand rqected under 35 U. S. C. §§ 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sleeker in view of Cassarfy. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as well. Apphcants have already pointed 
out the deficiencies of the Sleeker reference as; to base claims 1 and 13» Nothing additional 
provided by the added cited portions of Cassarfy teaches or suggests the claimed steps of ' ^tilting 
and piston displacement mod es are simultaneously performed on an indTint^ y^ l f'^i 
airax^ (as in Claim 1) or mirrors that include both a **tilf * component and a *^iston" component 
arranged so that eac h of the tilte d miiwrg are racluded as part of a pi$ton displacement elemenf ' 
aixanged to create ^ 'degrees of interference of light waves on t he iTna^ e, the amount of 
interferen ce corre sponding to a coxnbination of the degree of_ tilting and the degree of 
displacement of each mirror (as m Claim 13), Absent these teachings the cited art fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness as to the rgeoted Claims 7, 9, 18, and 19, 

Although further arguments can be made in support of the i^ecific limitations of the 
dq>endent claims, such are not necessary in view of the in ability of the base reference (Sleeker) 
to support the rqection of the base claims. Therefore, the appUcaatts respectfiolly submit that the 
cited art is insufficient to estabhsh tiiat the claimed invention is obvious. Accordingly, 
applicants respectfully request that the pending ground of rgection for Claims 7, 9, 18, and 19 be 
withdrawn. 



Conclasion ; 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks^ it is respectfully s\ibmitted that the 
claimed invention as presently presented is patentable over the art of record and that this case is 
now in condition for allowance. 
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Accordingly, the applicants request withdrawal of all pending rejections and request 
reconsiderati<Mi of the pending application and prompt passage to issuance. As an aside, the 
appUcant$ clarify that any lack of response to any of the issues raised by the Examinex is not an 
admission by the applicant as to the accuracy of the fixamiaer*s assertions with respect to such 
issues. Accordingly, applicant's specificaDy reserve the right to respond to such issues at a later 
time during the prosecution of the present ^Uoatioo, diould such a need arise. 

As always, the Examiner is cordially invited to telephone the appUcauts' representative to 
discuss any matters pertaining to this case. Should the Examiner wish to contact the undersigned 
for any reason, the telephone numbar set out below can be used. 

Additionally, if any fees aie due in connection with the filing of this Amepodment, the 
Commissioner is authorized to deduct such fees from the undersigDed's Dqpoait Account No. 12- 
2252 (Older No. 03-1810). 



Respectfully submitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, UP 




Francis T. Kalinski II 
Registration No. 44,177 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
Telephone: (650)961-8300 
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